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INTRODUCTION

Thisreport isareview of the work completed by the Vietnam War Working Group (VWWG)
of the U.S-Russa Joint Commisson on POW/MIAs. It is submitted by the VWWG Chairman from
the American side, Congressman Pete Peterson (D-FL ), aong with the primary U.S. VWWG
Commissioners. U.S. Senator Bob Smith (R-NH), U.S. Senator John Kerry

(D-MA), Congressman Sam Johnson (R-TX), Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (POW/MIA
Affairs) James Wold, and Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for East Adan and Pecific Affairs Kent

Wiedemann.

The Commission began itswork in March 1992 by Presidentia Order. It was established to
investigate information from Russan witnesses and Soviet-era documents on the fate of missng
American servicemembers from World War 11, the Korean War, the Cold War, and the Vietnam War.
During the first months, the Commission defined its god's and developed the structures and drategies to

conduct an organized investigation covering a broad range of unresolved POW/MIA issues.

The VWWG was established during the Commission’ sfirg plenary sesson in Moscow on 26
March 1992. At the first meeting, the VWWG identified severa specific areas of interest, which
included genera Soviet knowledge about American POWSs during the Vietnam War; reports that Soviet
forces downed American aircraft; Soviet access to American POWSs in Indochina, and reports that
American POWs may have been transferred to the territory of the former Soviet Union. By the Eighth
Plenum, held in Washington, D.C., in March 1994, the VWWG had focused on achieving satisfactory

answers to four fundamentd questions:

1. Didany individud of the Soviet Government or any organization transfer American POWs from
Southeast Asiato the former Soviet Union?

2. Didany individud of the Soviet government or any organization have direct or indirect contact with,
or information about, American POWsin Southeast Asa during the Vietnam War years?



3. Wha information is available in Russan archives regarding names, numbers, satus, fate, and

policies in reference to American prisoners of war in Southeast Asa?

4. What information is known to citizens of the former Soviet Union that may improve American
understanding and analysis of specific incidents of lossin Southeast Asa?

In the course of its investigation, the Commission has gathered a great dedl of information
regarding the Soviet role in North Vietnam vis-a-vis American prisoners. This search has primarily
included documents from Russan archives as wdl as interviews with Russan witnesses. Although the
four questions of investigation cannot be considered as “closed” or “resolved,” enough information has
been gathered to suggest a number of preliminary andyticad findings.

In presenting these findings, however, three points must be made about “closure’ of the issues
before the Vietnam War Working Group:

1. The VWWG was not organized to resolve the broad question of American POWsand MIAsIn
Southeast Asia -- this challenge remains within the scope of current efforts between the United
States and the Socidist Republic of Vietnam (SRV), the Kingdom of Cambodia, and the Laotian
People's Democratic Republic. The VWWG has addressed only those aspects of the POW/MIA
question in which the Russians (or former Soviets) were, or might have been, directly or indirectly

involved, or to which Russan documents or witnesses could contribute new information.

2. Someissues being examined by the VWWG will dways remain open. For example, we continue to
identify and interview many Russian witnesses to eventsin Vietnam, and as long as legitimate
questions remain concerning the fate of unaccounted for U.S. servicemembersin Southeast Asia,
such interviews must be continued. The working group aso cannot preclude the possibility of
finding new and important Soviet documents, elther in archiva holdings not yet searched or
materids not yet declassified.

3. To begin answering the questions under investigation, the working group has undertaken the process
of writing a preliminary history of narrow issues associated with the Vietnam War. The focus has

remained on the substance of the questions under investigation, with an emphas's on acquiring fact



and testimony and subjecting them to close examination and analyss. As the working group
develops findings and results, the information will first be provided to the families of U.S. personnd
gtill unaccounted for from the Vietnam War and then to the public a large. The information will dso
be made available to historians and academicians. It is hoped that these historians and
academicians will accept the chalenge of andyzing and understanding the true Soviet-Viethamese-

American dynamics during the Vietham War.

This introduction includes remarks on the nature of the relationship between the Soviet Union
and North Vietnam during the war based on materids and interviews reviewed by the VWWG. Itis
followed by the executive summary, which is designed to be a concise overview of the anaytica findings
regarding each of the four lines of inquiry.

The executive summary is followed by four andytica essays, each of which examines oneissue
in detail with supporting arguments and evidence. Lastly, the report includes four appendices for

reference:

Appendix A: Summaries of the work done by the VWWG at plenary sessons.

Appendix B: Descriptions of documents on Vietnam provided by the Russians.

Appendix C: Interview summaries conducted with Russian witnesses related to Southeast Asa

Although this paper venturesinto the sudy and analys's of historica events, it is not intended to
be drictly ahistoricad work. The findings of the VWWG are intended first and foremost to serve the
interests of the families of missng American servicemembers in Southeast Asawho deserve the best
possible answers to questions regarding missing servicemembers in Southeast Asa. Secondly, this
work seeksto serve the American and Russian publics, who not only long for factudly accurate
information, but can benefit from the trust and partnership deve oped between our countries as a result

of humanitarian efforts such as this.

The members of the VWWG wish to acknowledge and thank the many witnesses from Russa
and the former Soviet Union who stepped forward to provide their best recollections and experiences,
photographs, and diaries. Some had to fight through painful memories and vells of secrecy to share their
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recollections of the past. Their contributions are heroic and invaluable. The results of their effort are the
bonds of trust and understanding that have developed between Russian and American participantsin the
Commisson.

THE SOVIET-NORTH VIETNAMESE RELATIONSHIP

The Vietnam War Working Group cannot conduct a complete andlysis of the four questions
under investigation without briefly examining the historical context in which certain incidents occurred
and certain circumgtances existed. More specificaly, the first two lines of investigation—the possibility
that Soviet officials had ether direct or indirect contact with, or trangported, American prisonersto the
former Soviet Union—must be examined with the nature of the relationship between the Soviet Union
and North Vietnam taken into consderation. Thisline of inquiry is especidly important because the
Department of Defense has stated that none of the captured American servicemembers who were
released by North Vietnam in 1973 reported any contact with Soviet personnel. Therefore, if there was
Soviet contact with captured American servicemembers, it is mogt likely to have involved individuas
who are il listed as unaccounted for by the U.S. Government.

If Soviet officias had direct or indirect contact with American POWs and were able to
transport some of the POWSs to the Soviet Union, the following conditions most likely existed:

A political decison to do so on the part of the leadership of the Soviet Union.

A politicd decison to dlow thisto occur on the part of the leadership of North Vietham.

A political agreement between the two countries on when and how this activity was to occur.
Good working relations between military or security services of both sides.

The conditions to perform such work in absolute secrecy.

Among many sectors of the U.S. Government and the American public, the Soviet-North
Vietnamese relationship was viewed as one of “superior” (Soviet Union) and “surrogate’ (North
Vietnam). This reaionship has been characterized by perceptions that the Soviet Union “pulled the
grings’ during the Vietnam War, fredy pursuing its own sdf-interests a every turn. After dl, the



Soviets provided most of the equipment and supplies with which North Vietnam waged the war, and it

seemslogica that Moscow extracted aprice in return.

However, areview of Russan documents, interviews with former Soviet servicemen, and an
andlysis of academic literature from both Russian and American sources, suggest that the working level

Soviet-Vietnamese war-time rel ationship was not as amicable and thriving as perceived.

We do not propose to review the entire relationship between the Soviet Union and North
Vietnam. Thistask is better accomplished by prominent experts on the subject. However, we draw on
the following conclusonsin order to andyze properly al evidence regarding possible Soviet actions vis-
avis American POWsin Southeast Asia

1. The Soviet Union was arductant partner of North Vietnam: Evidence suggests that the Soviet
Union pursued asignificant role with North Vietnam because of a direct need to compete with
China, which maintained an adversaria position with the Soviet Union over mgor ideologica
differences. Thereislittle evidence that the Soviet Union had specific security interests to protect by
dlying itsdf with North Vietnam other than the need to support “international communism” and a
dedre to maintain a prominent position in Southeast Asiain the face of emerging Chinese influencein
the region.

2. North Vietnam perceived no obligation to the Soviet Union: North Vietnam consdered the war to
liberate South Vietnam as a angular objective that dl fellow socidist nations were obligated to
support. North Vietnam took ass stance from both China and the Soviet Union to pursue itsaims
despite the gpparent ideologicd riftsin the socidist camp. North Vietnam did not fed obligated to
reciprocate, and there is little evidence to support the idea that the Soviet Union “got what it
wanted” because it provided aid. In fact, many declassified Soviet documents and testimonias from
Russian witnesses attest to the “ unappreciaive’ and “arrogant” atitude taken by the North
Vietnamese. In return, the North Vietnamese viewed the Soviet military as“arrogant” and “acting

superior” and were suspicious of Soviet efforts to improve reations with the United States.



3. The Soviet Union exercised little influence and no control over North Vietnam: The North
Vietnamese acted independently in making most strategic and tactical decisons during thewar. The
North Viethamese gpped ed to the Soviet Union for various types of assistance and for internationa
propaganda and political support. However, little evidence has surfaced to indicate that the North
Vietnamese coordinated decisons and strategies with the Soviet Union. The history of the Soviet-
North Vietnamese relationship is replete with examples of unsuccessful Soviet efforts to influence

the North Vietnamese in decisions such as peace negotiations.

4. The Soviets and North Vietnamese were suspicious of each other: The“1205” and “ 735"
documents demongtrate the degree to which the Soviets found it necessary to “acquire ingght” into
the plans and intentions of the North Vietnamese [both documents (see Appendix A, 136-1 to 136-
4, and 179-3 to 179-5) were intelligence acquisitions by Soviet Military Inteligence (the GRU)
during the period 1971-1972]. Thereisaso evidence of a North Vietnamese “housecleaning” in
1968, whereby dl Vietnamese citizens who were schooled in the Soviet Union were scrutinized for
possible alegiance to Moscow as ether spies or agents of political influence. Such suspicions and
xenophobia seem to have dominated many senior-leve rdationships. Thereis dso substantia
evidence below the surface of their forma relationship on the operationd levd, that mutud distrust
existed between the Soviets and North Vietnamese based on conflicting values and cultures.

5. Working reationships were functiond and productive: Despite the paliticd, culturd, and atitudind
problems that dominated the Soviet-North Vietnamese dialogue at senior leves, the working
rel ationships between soldiers and security service members of both countries were reportedly
productive. Some witnesses describe cordia, working relationships that included the exchange of
information and freedom of movement beyond what was technicdly “dlowed.” The Soviet Union
clearly had many opportunities to gather intelligence on American forces to test their emerging
military technologies against American targets, and to acquire captured American equipment and
documents for exploitation. Some of these activities were conducted under agreements between the

two sdes, while other activities were undertaken clearly at the Soviet initiative.



In summary, the evidence reviewed by the VWWG suggests that the relationship between
North Vietnam and the Soviet Union was unfavorable for the transfer of American POWSs to the Soviet
Union, a least on alarge scale. However, dthough the evidence a so suggests that the North
Vietnamese believed the POWSs to be “their” prisoners captured during “their” war, there is evidence
that conditions existed for Soviet involvement, perhaps indirectly, with the interrogation of American
POWSs in Southeast Asia. The historicd record suggests that the North Vietnamese dso considered the
political, propaganda, and hostage value of the prisonersto far outweigh the benefits of exploitation of
technical knowledge. With these factsin mind, the search conducted by the VWWG has been for
evidence of Soviet activities (vis-a&vis American POWS) conducted in limited times and circumstances,
perhaps even isolated incidents, under extreme secrecy, and possibly even without the knowledge of the
North Vietnamese.

The VWWG has concentrated its efforts to date on pursuing those sources of information
judged mogt likdly to offer ingghts about American POWsin Southeast Ada Consstent with this
approach, consderable attention has been directed at such topics as the role of Soviet journdists and
their writings as well as the participation of Soviet officids in international monitoring organizations. In
the same vein, the working group has designed itsinterview program and research initiativesin a manner
that encourages continuous and widespread contact with Soviet-era military personnel aswell as
officids from the security and intelligence services and the Ministry of Foreign Affars, whose functiond
responsibilities were likely to have generated interest in and knowledge of American POW/MIAS.

Tothisinitia listing of sources, the VWWG has added il others, which are expected to
expand the scope of information available for future research activity. One such source involves Soviet-
eraprofessond publications depicting, anong other things, contacts that may have occurred between
Soviet journaists and observers and American POWSsin places and at times not previoudy known to
the U.S. Government. Indeed, the VWWG iis currently pursuing specific leads pertaining to an account
of ameeting between Soviet media representatives in Laos and an American POW who remains

unaccounted for from the Vietham War.



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Regarding the four mgor questions before the Vietnam War Working Group of the U.S-Russa
Joint Commission on POW/MIAS, the following observations have been made based on information
gathered to date (May 1996).

Question 1: Did any individud of the Soviet government or organization transport American
POWSs from Southeast Asiato the former Soviet Union?

Preliminary Finding. A four-year investigetion into the activities of Soviet officidsin Southeast
Asaduring the years of the Vietnam War has found no firs-hand, substantiated evidence that American
prisoners of war were taken from Southeast Asiato the former Soviet Union. However, the VWWG

continues to investigate other information that suggests that such transfers may have taken place.

In the continuing examination of thisissue, the U.S. Sde believes that the need for additiona
interviews with former State Security (KGB) Officers, Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MFA) Officers, and
Main Intelligence Directorate of the Genera Staff (GRU) Officers, is of the highest priority. Though
thereis no subgtantia evidence that the Russans are conceding the transfer of American prisoners, such
interviews provide important ingght on what did and did not occur in North Vietnam concerning the
American POW issue. Given that the KGB isthe subject of most accusations regarding American
POWSsin Southeast Asa, it would be beneficid if additiona testimony could be gathered from both
KGB and GRU officers who served in Southeast Asia during the war.

The question of the trandfer of U.S. POWSsto the former Soviet Union will remain at the top of
theligt of every interview and line of invedtigation. Every interview improves our understanding of the
Soviet position vis-avis American prisoners. With the investigation of every lead or dlegation, we learn
even more, not only about what did occur, but aso about what did not occur.

Though thisissue has not been investigeted to a definitive conclusion, agreat ded of postive
work has been done to clarify the Soviet role in Southeast Asia. In ahistorica context, however, the
lack of first-hand, substantiated evidence of transfer immediately suggests other questions, such as, “If
not, why not?’ Soviet policies during the Cold War suggest at least a predisposition by Soviet
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authorities to want to transfer American POWs to Soviet soil for further exploitation or recruitment
purposes. For example, the U.S. sde of the Commission has concluded that many American POWS,
including some whose fate is il unknown, were directly interrogated by Soviet personnd during the
Korean War. Moreover, there is ahigh probability that some of these Americans may have been sent
to the USSR during the early 1950s. With respect to the Vietnam War, the VWWG has confirmed the
existence of abroad and aggressive Soviet-run program to transfer to the USSR American military
equipment from land, naval, and air forces. This effort exceeded 700 pieces of U.S. equipment by
March 1967 and included an intact capsule from an F-111A shot down over North Vietnam in 1972.
Past experience with Soviet intelligence services suggests that the KGB and GRU would not have
knowingly passed up opportunities to transfer American prisoners to the USSR for further exploitation
regarding captured equipment and other military information, as well asfor recruitment purposes.
However, to date, there is no first-hand, substantiated evidence proving this alegation.

Question 2: What involvement, to include direct or indirect contact, did the Soviets have with
U.S. POWSsin Southeast Asa?

Preliminary Finding. A four-year investigation into the activities of Soviet officidsin North
Vietnam during the years of the Vietnam War has shown that the Soviets conducted in-depth, intensive,
and focused intelligence gathering againgt the American target in Vietnam.

The VWWG has dso confirmed one face-to-face meeting in January 1973, between aKGB
officer and an American CIA agent who was captured in North Vietnam in 1968 and released with
other American POWSs during Operation Homecoming in March 1973. 1n 1992, the CIA, the
Vietnamese Government, and the Russian Government al publicly acknowledged that this contact took
place. In addition to the above-referenced encounter, there is limited evidence before the VWWG that
other American personnd captured during the Vietham War may have been directly interrogated by
Soviet personnd. The VWWG continues to investigate this and other reports. Findly, thereisa
growing amount of evidence that Soviet personnd were indirectly involved with the interrogations of
some American POWSs by their North Vietnamese counterparts through the preparation of technica
questions and the subsequent evauation of interrogation results. The VWWG is continuing to pursue
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this question to determine if there is any information from Russian sources that could shed light on the
fate of unaccounted for U.S. personnd.

In the continuing examination of thisissue, the U.S. side has been guided by the views of the late
Chairman of the Russian sde of the Commission, Genera-Colond Dmitri Volkogonov. In testimony
before the U.S. Senate Select Committee on POW/MIA Affairsin November 1992, Genera-Colonel
Volkogonov dtated, in reference to Soviet participation in interrogationsin Vietnam, that “it is possible,
because in Korea, our specid services did interrogate American pilots, so by logic it is possible that the
samewas donein Vietnam.” The U.S. Sde believes that additiond testimony from former KGB, MFA,
and GRU officersis necessary aswell as additionad archiva research.

The VWWG has a <0 recaived important leads from the Russan sde that may darify the degree
of Soviet involvement in interrogations of American POWs. The VWWG is continuing to pursue this
line of inquiry to determine whether interrogation records might exist in the archives of the Russan
Minigtry of Defense, the GRU, or the KGB. The Commisson is aso continuing to seek interviews with
former Soviet Vietham War veterans and other former Soviet personnel who may have relevant
recollections. Though this issue has not been investigated to a definitive conclusion, a great ded of
positive work has been done to clarify past assumptions about the Soviet role in North Vietnam (see
appendices).

Question 3: What information is available in Russan archives regarding names, numbers, satus,
fate, and policies regarding repatriation of American POWSsin Southeast Asa?

Preliminary Finding. The VWWG has received important GRU information concerning
aleged wartime reports by Vietnamese officials on numbers, names, and policies regarding American
POWSsin Southeast Ada. The working group has dso received from the archives of the Russan
Minigtry of Defense limited information concerning specific loss incidents involving American personnd
during the Vietnam War. On balance, however, access to Russan archiva holdings has been sporadic

and unpredictable, stopping far short of the thorough, systematic review that the U.S. side anticipated
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would be the bedrock of its research program. Efforts to improve this situation are among the highest
priorities of the Commisson and the VWWG.

The VWWG has reviewed two important documents from the Russan GRU which purport to
be transcripts of wartime reports by North Vietnamese officids in which the number of American
POWSs captured and held in North Vietnam during the war was referenced. In the first document,
dated 1971, aNorth Vietnamese official states that 735 American POWs are being held. 1n the second
document, dated 1972, another North Vietnamese officid statesthat 1,205 American POWs are being
held. Both numbers are sgnificantly higher than the 591 American POWs who were actudly released
by Vietnam in 1973. While both documents have been dismissed as fabrications by the Government of
Vietnam, Russian officids maintain that both documents are authentic.

Thereis debate within the U.S. sde of the Commission as to whether the numbers cited in these
reports are plausible’. The U.S. Government has concluded that there probably is more information in
Vietnamese party and military archives that could shed light on these documents, but to date, such
information has not been provided by the Vietnamese Government. The VWWG continues to seek
additiond information from Russian sources to assst with its investigation into these documents, to
include access to the Soviet-Vietnamese trand ators who initialy acquired and eva uated these reports,
aswell as accessto relevant archiva reports. Moreover, the VWWG notes that GRU officids have
informed Ambassador Toon that additiona information concerning the method by which these two
documents were acquired does exigt, but this information cannot be disclosed because it involves
intelligence collection capabilities. Nonetheless, the relevant information contained in both the 1205 and
735 documents (see Appendix A, TFR 136-1 and TFR 179-3) has been passed to appropriate U.S.
officids dready engaged in discussons with Vietnamese officids on POW/MIA issues. In
Shcherbakov’'s (Soviet Ambassador to North Vietham during the war) messages, the former
Ambassador complained of alack of assstance by the North Vietnamese in providing access to

equipment and crash Sites, but the Ambassador stated nothing about prisoners of war. The materia

! A coordinated, interagency intelligence analysis released by the Department of Defense on 24 January 1994 casts
doubt on the accuracy of the numbersin the Russian documents. Another analysis, by U.S. Senator Bob Smith,
released on 21 July 1993, lends credibility to the documents.
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from the GRU 7-volume study included detailed information on tactics, approaches, and air battles, but
only anecdota information on the fates of the pilots of downed American aircraft. The GRU
subsequently provided awritten statement dated June 1994, asserting that the “primary” reporting
materid on which the 7-volume study was based was destroyed during an internd file review conducted
in 1975. In most mgor documents provided by the Russian side of the Commisson, data on American
prisoners was tangential. Russian witnesses reported acquiring the information to help Soviet research
and development better counter American aircraft, to develop better Soviet systems, and to assist the
North Vietnamese in defending against American air attacks. Information about the fate of pilots was
tangential and anecdota in the reports sent to Moscow. More importantly, the documents provided by
the Russian gde to date have not given information about any specific American POWs who were not
previoudy ligted by the U.S. Government as having been captured.

The search for Soviet documents that contain definitive information on American prisonersis not
over. We shdl continue to utilize available archives, both Russan and American. However, dueto the
complexity of archiva document filing, the task isenormous. It isimpossble to search every folder of
every achive. Itisdso very difficult to declassfy every secret holding that may have information
germane to our work. The works of scholars, historians, archividts, or others may yet yield new and
illuminating documents, and the effects of time on dassfied information may aso yied interesting results.
It remains clear that there is more information in Soviet archives that bears on the questions being
examined, especidly the archives of the KGB, GRU, MFA, and International Department of the
Communigt Party. Although Russan members of the Commission have asserted that these classified
archives are not known to contain additiona information about American POWs or MIAs from the
Vietnam War, the U.S. side has reason to believe otherwise. Therefore, the U.S. side of the
Commission is continuing its effort to ensure that Russian archives are thoroughly checked for relevant

information.

Quedtion 4: What information is known to citizens of the former Soviet Union that may improve
American underganding and andys's of specific incidents of lossin Southeast Asa?

13



Preliminary Finding. Information from citizens of the former Soviet Union has subgtantialy
added to American understanding of certain events surrounding specific incidents of loss in Southeast
Asa

Both sides of the Commission fully expect that work in thisareawill continue until the U.S.
Government has established that the fullest possible accounting of Americans missing in Southeast Asa
has been completed. Though it isimpossible to expect that the Commission can interview every former
Soviet veteran of the war in Southeast ASa, there remain potentially hundreds of withesses who must be
identified and interviewed. Efforts continue by working with veterans organizations, using print media to
eicit information, and acquiring leads from relevant documents. Successis measured by the resolution
of casesfor the families of missng servicemembers. Therefore, this line of investigation continues to
hold critical potentia for achieving results that reflect the highest aims of the U.S.-Russia Joint

Commisson.
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ANALYTICAL ESSAY 1

Question 1: Did any individua of the Soviet government or any organization transfer American POWs
from Southeast Asato the former Soviet Union?

Discussion. No aspect of the work of the Commission has been more pressing and emotiona
than the possibility that American POWs were taken from Southeast Asaand sent to the Soviet Union
for exploitation. This possibility has been the subject of hearsay for years,

Within weeks after the efforts of the U.S.-Russia Joint Commission began in 1992, there were
rumors that American POWs were moved to the Soviet Union. This process has |eft some family
members, POW/MIA activigs, journdists, and members of the generd public with the overdl
perception that the Soviets “might have’ taken our prisoners from Southeast Asa. In reflecting these
concerns, the U.S. sde of the Commission has made this the most urgent question for investigation by
the VWWG. The results of our joint investigations to date are presented below.

Analysisand Preliminary Finding. A four-year investigation into the activities of Soviet
officidsin Southeast Asa during the years of the Vietham War has yidded no firgt-hand, substantiated
evidence to date that American POWs were taken from Southeast Asia to the former USSR.
However, the working group continues to investigate other information which suggests that such

transfers may have taken place.

The investigation of thisissue to date has been based on the assumption that transfers did occur
or might have occurred, and the search for documents and witnesses was intended to find evidence of
such trandfers. The investigation began with the development of athessthat represents alist of the
conditions which should have existed if transfers of POWSs had occurred:

1. The Soviets had a srong interest in recruiting Americans as intelligence agents, learning about
sophisticated American technology (ARM/HARM, Ravens, ectronic countermeasures, etc.) and
acquiring information for propaganda purposes.
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2. The Soviet leedership, having weighed the potentia gains againgt the potentid risks, chose to take

American prisoners from Southeast Asato the former Soviet Union.

3. The Soviets used their access to the North Vietnamese military and intelligence circles to gather
information to assess the intelligence/propaganda potentia of each American POW.

4. The Soviets used their influence as an “eder dly” and chose the prisoners they wanted, took them,
and moved them to the former Soviet Union.

5. The sengtive nature of such an undertaking required absolute secrecy, and could only be executed
by the KGB or GRU as directed by their superiorsin Moscow. The operations to conduct
transfers would have had one of following characterigtics @) The transfer of one, or asmal number,
of POWs at unique times because of circumstances or opportunities, or, b) The transfer of asmall
number of POWsin a*“seady stream” as part of an ongoing program.

Thisthes's suggested lines of investigation based on the many critica points a which evidence of
the above activities should have been detected:

1. Thedegree of interest in American POWSs by the indtitutions of Soviet authority would have been
reflected in communication sent from Maoscow to Hanoi and would be well-known to Soviet

officdswho sarved in Vietnam.

2. Thedecison to trangport prisoners to the Soviet Union would have been reflected in classified
holdings of the Politburo and other sengitive documents reflecting the “inner workings’ of the Soviet
leadership. By the 1960s and 1970s, the KGB, GRU, and other organizations of Soviet authority
did not undertake such highly sengtive activities without the appropriate high-leve political decison
that directed or sanctioned such activity.

3. EBvidence of Soviet questioning and efforts to assess information would have been discerniblein the
debriefings of returned American POWSs. Given that Soviet interest was likely to have been
strategic (knowledge of high technology, nuclear, and space programs), the POWs who possessed
such information would have been the firgt priority for Soviet exploitation. Soviet personnel
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gationed in Southeast Asiawould have participated in the process of assessng Americans, and their

records would have reflected this work.

4. Had prisoners actualy been taken and moved to the Soviet Union, the trail of witnesses and
documents would have been extensive. Vietnamese records would have reflected the |oss of
prisonersto their alies. Secret discussions between Soviet and North Vietnamese foreign affairs
and communist party officials would have recorded the agreement upon which such actions were
undertaken. Beyond the potential document records, the following categories of witnesses should

have known of such incidents:
a The North Vietnamese who allowed prisoners to be assessed.
b) The North Vietnamese who transferred the prisoners to Soviet custody.
¢) The Soviets who assessed the prisoners.
d) The Soviets who took custody of the prisoners.
€) The Soviets who transported the prisoners to the Soviet Union.
f) The Soviets who took custody of the prisonersin the Soviet Union.
g) The Soviet security service personnel who exploited the prisoners.
h) The Soviet andysts who benefited from the intelligence gathered.

i) The Soviet personnd who incarcerated or otherwise managed the short or long term

“digpogtion” of the prisoners after exploitation.

The above thesis, aswell as the assumptions that underlie it, have been investigated by the
Commission for more than four years. Theinvestigation is not complete, although in many areas
aufficient information has been gathered to formulate preliminary conclusons,

To date, however, every line of investigation has been explored thoroughly, and the search has

not been limited to Russian archives and withesses. The American side of the Commission sought
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information from a variety of sources to confirm or deny thisthess. The scope of the investigation
incdluded the following:

Russian witnesses. We have pursued and interviewed members of the MFA, KGB, GRU,
Soviet military, and Communist Party officids who served in, or visited Southeest Asia during the years
of the Vietnam War.

Russian documents  We have sought records attesting to MFA, KGB, GRU, Soviet military,
and Communist Party communication, records, reports, and policy decisions regarding Soviet
involvement as dlies, advisors, and participants in the Vietnam War.

American intelligence. We have sought information from the broad array of American
intdligence efforts againgt the Soviet Union during the years of the Cold War in search of evidence of

Soviet transfer of American prisoners.

Former POWs. We have reviewed information from the debriefs of American POWshdd in

Southeast Agafor evidence of Soviet involvement with American prisoners.
The reaults of the investigation to date are summarized below:

Regarding the official Russian version of events The American side of the Commisson has
been told in definitive terms that the Soviet Government did not at any time trangport American POWSs
from Southeast Asato the territory of the Soviet Union. These statements have been made by the
Directors, past and present, of the Externa Intelligence Service (former-K GB), the Directors of the
Main Intelligence Directorate of the Soviet Generd Staff (GRU), and other high ranking Cabinet-level

members of the Russan Government. Asthe Russan

co-Chairman of the Commission, Genera-Colond Volkogonov, stated early in the investigation that he
could not discount the possibility thet transfers from Vietnam occurred. After extensive reviews of
Russian archival holdings, however, he stated that he had seen no evidence that transfers occurred.

Regarding Russian witnesses. The American sSde of the commission has interviewed more
than 200 Soviets who served in Southeast Asia during the years of the Vietnam War. They varied in
rank from Senior Lieutenant (none below) to Colone (vast mgority) and Senior Generd Officers and
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an Ambassador. They represented varied interests: MFA Officersincluding an ambassador and a
member of the CPSU International Department, a physician, a Tass correspondent, two attaches who
have been separately identified as being GRU officers, and various Soviet service members. Some
were interviewed in the company of Russian counterparts in Russia; others were interviewed in third
countries without Russan participation. Every witness, without exception, stated that he had not known
or heard of any operation to transport American prisoners to the Soviet Union. Many of the witnesses
guestioned the possible motives of such atransfer and opined that American perceptions about Russian
potential gains versus the tremendous political risk of such operations, were Smply wrong. They could
not imagine any information known to a prisoner that would be worth the risk of endangering Soviet-
American rdations. Severd of the witnesses served in very senior postionsin North Vietnam, such as
commanders of Soviet techniciansin Vietnam, one ambassador, and attaches. Each of the senior
personnel claim that their duty positions were so well-placed that if transfers of POWSs had occurred,
they would have known about it.

Another andyticad conclusion drawn from the interviews conducted to date is that the Soviet-
North Vietnamese relationship was congderably less amicable than previoudy believed by U.S.
anaydss. At onetime, the premise that POWs were transferred to the Soviet Union was based on a
perception of Soviet impunity in North Vietnam. It was assumed that the Soviets could take prisonersif
they desired, given their ostensible satus as a“senior dly.” The scenario characterized by the Soviet
witnesses, however, isthat of atense, forma, and sometimes cold relationship with their North
Vietnamese counterparts. Most military officers described the environment as* restricted” and
“controlled,” and even the most senior officers could travel around North Vietnam only with permission
and aNorth Vietnamese escort. Many senior Soviet military officers privately criticized the fact that the
North Vietnamese seemed very “ungppreciative’ of the military assstance provided by the Soviet
Union. These Soviet officers resented the fact that the North Vietnamese restricted Soviet accessto
crash sites, military equipment, and other sources of valuable technica intelligence. Most described the
Chinese as having had a more advantageous relationship with the North Viethamese. The ideologica
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conflicts of the 1960s and 1970s between the Soviet Union and Chinawere reflected in the dynamics of
the Soviet-North Vietnamese relaionship.

The American Side has interviewed severa former KGB officerswho served in Vietnam. One
of the officers clamed that the KGB had nothing to do with American prisoners, and he did not believe
that the Soviet Union had any information to suggest that the North Vietnamese held prisoners back
after Operation Homecoming. On 11 August 1992, the commission met with an SVR representative
from the Public Affairs and Press Bureau and asked to meet with KGB veterans of thewar. Mr.
Kobdadze sated that, of the names provided to Russian officids as having been former KGB officers
who served in Vietnam during the war, four were dead, four could not be located, one could not be
identified, and sx wereidentified as KGB officerswho in fact, served in Vietnam. All of the latter Sx
gpparently denied having any knowledge of American POWs. The U.S. sde of the Commission
continues to seek such witness testimonia's because they would be very ingghtful regarding the Soviet
“mindset” regarding prisoners. Was the KGB denied access? Did the KGB attempt to get access?
The U.S. dde of the Commission has been privately told that some of the former KGB officers are
reluctant to gppear before the Commission because they presently conduct legitimate business with
Vietnam and do not wish to be &ffiliated with their former employer. Thisinformation remains difficult to
verify. Though the U.S. Sde believes that further interviews with former KGB officers from Southeast
Asia are important, there has been no substantiated evidence to suggest that the KGB is concedling

knowledge of the transfer of American prisoners.

Regarding Russian documents  Among the documents formally passed to the U.S. side of the
Commisson by the Russan side (see Appendix A), there is no information, direct or indirect, on the
transfer of American prisoners from Southeast ASato the Soviet Union.

However, the documents are replete with references to information that supports the statements
of the witnesses that relations with the North Vietnamese were difficult and restricted. Documents have
been recaived from MFA journals, MFA communications with Moscow, military assessments, and
Soviet intdligence andyss. All of the documents reflect the frequent problems of lack of North
Vietnamese cooperation, restricted access, lack of reciprocity in executing formal relationships and
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agreements, and obstruction. Severa documents include complaints about the Chinese having had
better and faster access to crash Stes and information.  The documents available to date support the
assartion that the Soviets did not have the authority and postion of superiority in North Vietnam that
many had assumed.

From American intelligence holdings. A preiminary search was conducted in the holdings of
the U.S. Intdligence Community for evidence, information, even credible rumors or suggestions of
Soviet complicity in transferring American prisoners to the former USSR. It isinappropriate in this

forum to discuss the specifics of the search.

The condusion of this prdiminary review is. American intdligence records contain limited
information suggesting that the Soviets transferred American POWSs to the Soviet Union.

The completeness and accuracy of American intelligence insght into the Soviet Union during the Cold
War has often been questioned. For thisissue, however, the analysis takes into account that athough
American intelligence certainly did not know everything about the inner workings of the Soviet military,
politica and security gpparatus, the U.S. Intdligence Community has, over the years, been ableto
edtablish at least the basic traces of Soviet involvement in covert operations, terrorism, communist front
organizetions, espionage, disnformation, and other forms of clandestine foreign policy. The VWWG is
continuing to pursue additiond information from American intelligence records with the above
perspective in mind.

From former American POWsin Vietnam. A review of anaytical work done on information
from returning POWSs has failed to support the assertion that the Soviets transferred prisonersto the
former Soviet Union. During the debriefings of the nearly 600 returned POWS, none reported
information suggesting that American POWs were trandferred to the Soviet Union.

Conclusions. In atempting to establish the vadidity of the thesis that the Soviets transferred
American POWSs to the former Soviet Union, the evidence gathered to date suggests that:

1. Thereisevidence that the Soviets were interested in the information of American POWSs.
2. Thereisno evidence that the politica decison to undertake transfer operations existed.
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. Thereis evidence that the Soviet-Vietnamese relationship was complicated, restricted, and

cumbersome.

. Thereisno firg-hand, substantiated evidence that transfers of American POWSsto the Soviet Union

occurred, either in unique singular occurrences, or as part of a steady program.
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Prospects. For the future, the U.S. side of the Commission continues to believe that interviews
with former KGB officers, MFA officers, and GRU officers are important (by contrast, the American
sde of the Commission hasinterviewed an ample number of military veterans of service in Southeast
Asaonthisissue). Though there isno substantiated evidence that the Russans are conceding the
transfer of American prisoners, such interviews provide the best insght on what did, and did not, occur
in Southeast Ada concerning American POWs. The MFA and GRU effortsin Southeast ASa are at
least partialy accounted for in documents and severa witness tesimonials. Examination of thisissue
would be gregtly aided by areview of KGB palicies, interests, and activitiesin Southeast Asia during
the war, but such areview would probably have to wait until the records can be declassified for
historicd examination. In the meantime, it is hoped that the Commisson may yet interview other KGB
officers who served in Southeast Asia during the war years to answer the key questions being examined
by the Commission.
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ANALYTICAL ESSAY 2

Question 2: Did any individud of the Soviet Government or any organization have direct or indirect
contact with, or information about, American POWsin Southeast Asa during the years of the Vietnam

War?

Discussion. The question of direct Soviet contact with American POWSsis closdly related to
theissue of trandfer. The two questions share the following common characterigtics of the underlying
motives and circumstances. the presumed superior relationship of the Soviets with the North
Viethamese, and the expectation that the Soviets had a high degree of interest in the information known
by American POWSs.

The Soviet military and security services have cited three potentid aress of interest for
exploitation of foreign prisonersin the conflicts in which the Soviet Union has been involved since 1945:
recruitment of spies among prisoners to be repatriated, acquisition of potentia technical and military
information from knowledgeable prisoners, and gathering information for propaganda. Ample evidence
of dl threetypes of activity by the Soviets has been documented from the post-World War |1 period

and the Korean War.

The truth about direct contact with POWsis just as clouded as the issue of transfer. Many
people assume that the Soviets “probably” participated in the interrogation of American prisoners.
Many have pointed to the fact that some American prisonersin Hanoi had knowledge of the American
nuclear program, high technology aviation, even the U.S. space program, and to many, it remains
inconceivable that the “senior” dly did not take full advantage of the opportunity to exploit this
information.

Analysis and Preliminary Finding. A four-year investigation into the activities of Soviet
officidsin Southeast Asia during the years of the Vietnam War has shown that the Soviets conducted
in-depth, intensve, and focused intelligence gathering againgt the American target in Vietnam.

Aswith the issue of trandfers, investigation of this issue to date has been based on the

assumption that direct contacts did occur or might have occurred, and the search for documents and
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witnesses was intended to find evidence of such contact. Aswith the subject of transfers, the

investigation began with the development of athessthat represented the likely conditions under which

the Soviets had contact with American prisoners. The thesi's Sated:

1

The Soviets had a strong interest in recruiting Americans as intelligence agents, learning about
sophigticated American technology, and acquiring information for propaganda purposes.

The Soviet leadership, having welghed the importance of accessto American prisoners, and having
fet entitled to compliance by the North Viethamese to whom they provided military and technical

assistance, made the political decision to access American prisoners for intelligence information.

The Soviets used their access to North Vietnamese military and intelligence circles to gather
information on the technica knowledge of each American prisoner of war.

The Soviets used their influence as an “dde” dly and sdected the prisoners who were suitable for
questioning congstent with Soviet intelligence objectives and interrogated and debriefed them.

Such operations could only have been undertaken by the KGB or GRU as directed by their
superiorsin Moscow. Had such contacts been productive, it would have been reflected in Soviet
research and development efforts, where information gathered from American prisoners would have

been incorporated for the improvement of Soviet systems and equipment.

Thisthess suggested lines of investigation based on the many critical points a which evidence of

the above activities should have been detected:

1.

The degree of interest in American prisoners of war by the inditutions of Soviet authority would
have been reflected in communication sent from Moscow to Hanoi and would be wdl known to

Soviet military and intelligence officids who served in Vietnam.

The decision to have contact with American prisoners may well have been made without Centra
Committee or Politburo approva because the sensitivity of such activity was substantialy lower.
After dl, the Soviets served in North Vietham openly and a the invitation of the North Vietnamese.
Such decisons, however, would gtill be reflected in KGB and GRU policy and communication
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records, because it was unlikdly that the KGB or GRU personnd in North Vietnam would have
conducted such activities without the prior approva of Moscow central authority.

3. Evidence of Soviet questioning and efforts to assess technica knowledge would have been brought
out in the debriefings of returned American prisoners. Given the generally unsophisticated methods
of interrogation practiced by the North Vietnamese, technically accurate and focused questioning on
subjects of dtrategic importance would have been noted by American prisoners of war who

underwent interrogetion.

4. Had prisoners actudly been contacted directly by Soviet officids, the following witnesses and
documents would have remained to attest to this activity:

a) The Soviets who acquired, forwarded, and eva uated the assessments of the prisoners.
b) The Soviets who interrogated or debriefed the prisoners.

¢) The Soviets who wrote, communicated, evauated, or disseminated the intelligence

information gathered from the prisoners.

d) The Soviets who read the intelligence products, and the scientists, engineers,
tacticians, and others who were charged with evauating and incorporating the data.

€) Documentary evidence should exist to substantiate every step of the above process.

The above thes's, as well as the assumptions that underlie it, have been investigated by the
Commisson for more than four years. The investigation is not complete, dthough in many aress,
aufficient information has been gathered to formulate preliminary conclusons. The scope of the
investigation included the following:

Russian witnesses. The Commission has sought and interviewed members of the MFA, KGB,
GRU, Soviet military, and Communist Party officids who served in or vidted North Vietnam during the
Vietnam War.
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Russian documents  The Commission has sought records attesting to MFA, KGB, GRU,
Soviet military, and Communist Party communication, records, reports, and policy decisons regarding
Soviet involvement as dlies, advisors, and participants in the Vietnam War.

American intelligence. The Commission has sought information from the broad array of
American intelligence efforts againg the Soviet Union during the years of the Cold War indicating Soviet

participation in the interrogation or other exploitation of American prisoners.

Former POWs. The Commission has reviewed the experiences of American POWs held in
North Vietnam for evidence of Soviet involvement in the interrogation, exploitation, or attemptsto

recruit American prisoners of war.
The reaults of the investigation to date are summarized below:

Regarding the official Russian version of events The American Sde of the Commission has
been told in definitive terms that the Soviet Government did not at any time have direct contact with
American prisoners of war held in Southeast Asa. The Soviet Government allowed, however, for the
possbility that overzedous Soviet officers may have tried to gpproach American prisoners unofficidly,
in contravention of their orders, when they saw prisoners in locations other than prison camps (two
known occurrences include in a hospita and in avillage immediately after the prisoner’s capture; during
these incidents, only casua contact occurred and no interrogation or forma exploitation was reported).
The Russians have readily provided information to substantiate an occurrence in 1973 when a Soviet
KGB officer interrogated an ostensible CIA asset in North Vietham. The Russans have formdly told
the U.S. sde of the Commission of the three possible objectives for the Soviets vis-avis American
POWSs: recruitment, exploitation of technica knowledge, and propaganda. The Deputy Archivist of the
Russian Federation, Dr. Vladimir Kozlov, who reviewed many Soviet archives of the Vietham War era,
stated that in Soviet policy circles, the propaganda objective prevailed to the exclusion of the other two.
This position has been supported by forma statements from Directors (past and present) of the Externd
Intelligence Service (former-KGB), the Directors (past and present) of the Main Intelligence Directorate
of the Soviet Generd Staff (GRU), and other high ranking Cabinet-leve members of the Russan
Government. As the Russian co-Chairman of the Commission, Genera-Colond Volkogonov stated
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during the early stages of the investigation that he could not discount the possibility that KGB or GRU
officers were involved with American prisonersin North Vietnam. After an extendve review of Russan

archiva holdings, though, he stated that he had seen no evidence of such contacts.

Regarding Russian witnesses. The American side of the Commission hasinterviewed more
than 100 Soviets who served in Southeast Asia during the years of the Vietnam War. They varied in
rank from Senior Lieutenant (none below) to Colond (vast mgority) to Generd Officers and an
Ambassador. They represented varied interests. 4 MFA officers, including an ambassador, a member
of the CPSU International Department, a physician, a Tass correspondent, two attaches who have been
separady identified as being GRU officers, and 42 former Soviet service members. Some were
interviewed in the company of Russan counterparts in Russa, others were interviewed in third countries
without Russan participation. Every witness, without exception, stated that he had no knowledge of
Soviet officids directly interrogating American POWs for intelligence or non-intelligence purposes.
Many of the witnesses clearly stated that the North Vietnamese Government and military proscribed the
Soviets from being at dl involved with U.S. POWs. Some stated that the Soviets clearly wanted to, but
absolutely could not, get information directly from U.S. POWSs. At least severd of the witnesses served
in very senior pogtionsin North Vietnam: two commanders of al Soviet techniciansin Vietnam, one
ambassador, and two attaches. Each of the senior personnd stated and supported the argument that
their duty positions were so well-placed that, if POWSs had be contacted or exploited by Soviet officids,
they would have known about it.

Again, pursuit of information on thisissue has led to the conclusion that the Soviet-North
Vietnamese relationship during the Vietnam War was congderably worse that previoudy believed by
U.S analysts. At onetime, the premise that POWSs were interrogated by the Soviets was based on a
perception of Soviet “superiority” in North Vietnam. It was assumed that the Soviets could Smply ask
for, or demand, access to one or more prisoners asa“senior aly.” The scenario characterized by the
Soviet witnesses, however, isthat of atense, forma, and sometimes cold relationship with their North
Vietnamese counterparts. Most military officers described the environment as “restricted” and

“controlled,” and even the most senior officers could travel around North Vietnam only with permisson
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and aNorth Vietnamese escort. Many senior Soviet military officers privately criticized the fact that the
North Vietnamese seemed very “ungppreciative’ of the military assstance provided by the Soviet
Union. These officers resented the fact that the North Vietnamese restricted Soviet accessto crash
gtes, military equipment, and other sources of vauable technicdl intdligence. Thisis supported by
information known to the U.S. Government suggesting that the North Vietnamese had a period of
extreme anti-Soviet reaction in the late 1960s. The North Vietnamese were concerned with the amount
of influence shown by the Soviets, and Hanoi conducted a*“purge’ by arresting and imprisoning North
Vietnamese citizens who were suspected of leaning too closdly toward Moscow. Most of those
arrested were North Vietnamese citizens who underwent some sort of education in the Soviet Union.
These circumatances portray a substantidly different relationship than the one first estimated by
American andyds.

This does not change the fact that Soviet technicians and intelligence officers had intelligence
gathering objectives to fulfill. Both the senior-level personnd in Hanoi, aswell as officers with working
levd contactsin ADA, aviation, and radio-technica units, had requirements to gather information on
American equipment, tactics, and the performance of Soviet equipment against American equipment.
Many former Soviet officers described going to crash sites, looking at American aircraft in aNorth
Vietnamese “arcraft graveyard,” photographing and examining American equipment removed from
crash gtes, and gathering information from North Vietnamese pilots, ADA technicians, and field search
teams. Many officers passed questions to be asked of American prisonersto their North Vietnamese
counterparts. Sometimes this occurred a the working level (where a Soviet military mgjor at an air
base might pass specific questions to counterparts for the crew of a specific aircraft shot down on a
specific date). At other times, these questions, some generd and others specific, were passed via higher
level exchangesin Hanoi. Some officers described the answers as coming back in days, othersin
weeks, and yet others complained that many questions went unanswered. In analyzing how Soviet
officers gathered information in North Vietnam, one clear pattern emerges. every officer interviewed
clearly stated that Soviet officers were forbidden from gpproaching, talking to, questioning, or having

any contact whatsoever with American prisoners. Severd Soviet-era officers described seeing
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American POWSs a crash Sites, in hospitals, and in the streets of Hanoi, but the Soviet officers clamed
they never spoke to the American POWs and knew nothing of their fate.

Regarding Russian documents  Among the documents formally passed to the U.S. side of the
Commission by the Russian sde, thereis no first-hand, substantiated evidence suggesting Soviet
contact, direct or indirect, with American POWSs in Southeast Asia

However, the documents are full of references to the difficult and restricted relations between
and the Soviets. Documents have been received from MFA journals, MFA communication with
Moscow, military assessments, and Soviet intdligence andlysis. All of these sources describe the
frequent problems of lack of North Vietnamese cooperation, restricted access, lack of reciprocity in
executing formad relationships and agreements, and obstruction. Severa documents include complaints
about the Chinese having better and faster access to crash sites and information. One document
included complaints that the North Vietnamese would not alow Soviet access to a crash Site where new
Soviet technology was successfully used for the first time againgt an air target. The documents available
to date support the assertion that the Soviets did not have the authority or position to directly contact or

exploit American prisoners.

Extracted portions of the GRU 7-volume studly titled “U.S. Aggression in Southeast Asa’
proved to be of much vaue to the Commission work because they represent a genuine, formerly
classfied reflection of Soviet intelligence holdings on U.S. forcesin Vietnam. This meant that if the
Soviets had direct access to American prisoners, or a congtant flow of strategic information from them,
such knowledge would be reflected in GRU intelligence anadyss. Careful examination of the contents of
the 7-volume study shows that the Soviets gathered a greet ded of information from many intelligence
sources. debriefs of North Vietnamese pilots, debriefs of ADA crews, information from North
Vietnamese crash Site search teams, radar and radio-eectronic technical information, liaison information,
and sgndsintdligence. There were fragmentary bits of information included in descriptions of certain
incidents that suggested that the information was gathered from interrogations of American pilots. Such
information was only fragmentary, however, and it probably was avalladle only in sngular, unique
circumgtances. The study clearly lacked the detailed, srategicaly focused information that would have
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been available from the debriefs and interrogations of American air crew personnd if the Soviets hed
direct contact with American POWSs.

From American intelligence holdings. In conjunction with the search for information on the
transfer of prisoners to the former Soviet Union, a preliminary search was conducted in the holdings of
the U.S. Intelligence Community for evidence, information, perhaps even credible rumors, of Soviet

contact with American prisoners. It isingppropriate in this forum to discuss the specifics of the search.

The conclusion of this preliminary review is that American intelligence records contain limited
information to suggest thet the Soviets had direct or indirect contact with American POWSs. The most
critica part of the review was the examination of observations made by former Soviets, many of whom
sarved as scientists, researchers, and engineersin the Soviet R& D system. Many former Soviets have
provided accounts of having seen American equipment, manuds, and photographs while participating in
highly classified programs at Soviet design bureaus and research indtitutes. None reported seeing or
hearing, however, the kind of information associated with the interrogations or debriefings of American

prisoners.

From former American prisoners of war in Vietham. A review of the andytica work from
the debriefings of returning American POWSs has failed to support the assertion that the Soviets directly
interrogated American prisoners. Among the nearly 600 returned POWS, none has ever reported being
interrogated by a known or suspected Soviet officid. There have been prisoner reports of questions
posed by North Viethamese interrogators which were clearly beyond the scope of Vietnamese
capability and sophistication. The incidents described correlate with descriptions of the Soviets and
Chinese passing questions for interrogation to the North Vietnamese. None of the POWSs reported in
their debriefings seeing any “third parties’ thought to be Soviet or Chinese participants in interrogations.
There are, however, examples of prisoners who were held in North Vietnam who had extensve and
detailed knowledge of highly senditive and classified eectronic, aviation, nuclear, and other programs,
who were never identified for exploitation. Their information was of sufficient sengtivity to assume thét,
if the Soviets had a program of identifying and directly interrogating knowledgesble prisoners, they
would have been among the first candidates.
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Conclusions. In atempting to establish the vdidity of the thesis that the Soviets directly
contacted American POWS, the firg-hand, substantiated evidence gathered to date suggests that:

1. Thereisevidence that the Soviets were very interested in what American POWs knew as part of
their overdl interest in American equipment, tactics, and capabilities.

2. Thereisno substantiated evidence that a political decison to directly contact American POWs
existed.

3. Thereisevidence that the Soviet-Vietnamese relationship was complicated, restricted, and

cumbersome.

4. Thereisno firgt-hand, substantiated evidence that American POWs were directly interrogated or
debriefed by Soviet officids.

Prospects. The U.S. sde of the Commission continues to believe that interviews with former
KGB officers, MFA officers, GRU officers, and other military officers are important. Though thereis
no firs-hand, substantiated evidence that the Russians are concedling direct contact with American
POWs, such interviews provide the best insght on what did and did not occur in Southeast Asawith
American POWSs. Interviewswith KGB and GRU officers are the most desirable, since effortsto
exploit Americans would have been done by specidists from these organizations. For example, it has
been established that Soviet intelligence, specificdly the KGB, received assessment information on
senior-ranking American prisoners who were captive in Southeast Asafor usein potentid recruitment
operations after thewar. There is no evidence that the Soviets acquired this information themsdves.
Such information precedes the question as to what the threshold of Soviet activities vis-a-vis American
prisonerswas. How much did Vietnamese intelligence share with the Soviets? How much did the
Soviets ask for? How much did they receive? Such questions will probably only be answered when
information is declassified for the historical record. Though this issue has not been investigated to a
definitive conclusion, agreat dedl of positive work has been done to dispel assumptions about the
Soviet rolein Southeast Asa
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ANALYTICAL ESSAY 3

Question 3: What information is available in Russan archives regarding names, numbers, saus, fate,
and policiesin reference to the repatriation of American POWSsin Southeast Asa?

Discussion. Question three resulted after the Russian side of the Commission presented the
American side with two controversia documents. In the first document, dated 1971, a North
Vietnamese officid gtated that “ 735" American POWswere being held. 1n the second document, dated
1972, another North Viethamese officia stated that 1,205 POWSs were being held by the North
Vietnamese. The numbers 1205 and 735 are higher than the 591 U.S. servicemen who were returned
in early 1973 during Operation Homecoming.

There is debate within the U.S. sde of the Commission as to whether the numbers cited in these
reports are plausible. A coordinated interagency intelligence andysis released by the Department of
Defense on 24 January 1994, casts doubt on the accuracy of the numbersin the Russian documents.
Another andyssby U.S. Senator Bob Smith, released on 21 July 1993, lends credibility to the

documents.

The controversy regarding the documents comes from the gpparent contradictions over their
vdidity. For example, the Russians have persstently claimed that the 1205 and 735 documents were
genuine intelligence finds, and though they could not comment on the accuracy of the facts contained in
these documents, they have attested to the validity of the source that provided the information. The
Vietnamese have dismissed both documents as fabrication. In light of the fact that there is no evidence
whatsoever that either of these documents was fabricated by the Russians, either in 1993 (when found)
or 1971/2 (when acquired), this contradiction remains difficult to resolve.

Analysis and Preliminary Finding. The VWWG has recaeived important GRU information
concerning dleged wartime reports by Viethamese officids on numbers, names, and policies regarding
American POWsin Southeast Asa. We have aso received from the archives of the Russan Ministry of
Defense limited information concerning specific loss incidents involving American personne during the

Vietnam War. On balance, however, access to Russian archiva holdings has been sporadic and
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unpredictable, stopping far short of the thorough, systemeatic review that the U.S. side anticipated would
be the bedrock of its research program. Effortsto improve this Stuation are among the highest priorities
of the Commission and the VWWG.

Theinvestigation of this issue to date has been based on the assumption that the Sovietshad a
definite interest in information about American POWSsin Southeast ASa. An investigation was
conducted (in Russan archives by the Russans) based on numerous presumptions about the likely
nature of Soviet interest and inferences about where information gathered by the Soviets was reported.
The memoairs of Andrey Gromyko and Henry Kissinger suggest that there were numerous high-level
dia ogues between the Soviet Union and the United States on issues concerning American POWSs.
These discussions ranged from requests that the Soviets intervene to requests that the Soviets provide
for the transport of Red Cross packages to American POWSs in Hanoi. The argument has been made

that information known to the Soviets about American POWs wasin many records. Therefore:

1. Information known to Soviet diplomatic personnd would be reflected in Vietnam-era MFA records

in Moscow and in records of communications between the MFA in Moscow and Hanoi.

2. Information known to Soviet intelligence organizations would have been reflected in the Moscow
intelligence holdings of both the American and Southeast Asan departments, First Chief
Directorate, KGB, and the records of the GRU. Such information would aso be reflected in the

records of communications between Hanoi and the appropriate headquarters in Moscow.

3. Information known to military specidists and technicians would be reflected in the records of the
10" Directorate of the Soviet Genera taff, aswell asin records of communications between Hanoi
and the Generd Staff in Moscow.

4. Information known to members of the International Department of the Centrd Committee of the
Communigt Party would be in the CPSU records and may well be in records of information
provided to the Politburo.

5. Information may aso have been stored in the records of other Soviet ingtitutions which may have
had some involvement in the policy and military aspects of thewar in Vietnam. If American POWs
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had been transported to the Soviet Union, records of maritime, rail, or air transportation may have
contained critical information. 1f POWSs had been interrogated by Soviet officids, information may
exis with air defense, aviation, research and development, and other Soviet indtitutions that may
have benefited from the information acquired. The Soviet Red Cross, United Nations Observer
Group Members, and other Soviet participantsin international or relief organizations may have had

information stored in their records.

Based on the above presumptions, archival searches have been requested from a broad array of
Russian archives and indtitutions. Requests for archiva searches, however, have been complicated by a

number of reasons

Sincedmog dl archiva searches have been conducted by the Russans, thereremainsa
disparity between perceptions on both sides as to the degree and depth to which searches should be
conducted. The American side, for obvious reasons, desires that the search be conducted in as much
depth and detal as possible with the am of capturing any smal piece of information from any source, no
matter how obscure. The Russians, who are critically short of resources to conduct searches on so
broad a scae, require narrow lines of inquiry in order to use their limited resources effectively. Inthe

long run, it will be difficult to define when the search for information is “complete.”

The question of archiva searchesis further complicated by theissue of direct versus tangentia
knowledge. The 1205 document and the 735 document are illustrations of this problem. The
information on POWSs contained in the 1205 and 735 documents was not the direct information sought
by the Soviets when the documents were acquired. Rather, it was tangentid information received during
the acquisition of information about the inner workings of the North Vietnamese Government. Itis
probable that information on American POWSs in Soviet archivesis not in file folders marked
“information on American POWSs.” Rather, the information of importance to the Commission is likely
buried in documents in other categories, such as, communication between Moscow and Hanoi, working
notes, information gathering efforts againg the North Vietnamese, Soviet policy papers on Vietnam, and
so on. This has made the search for information much more difficult, especidly given the lack of

resources available to our Russian colleagues.
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One additiona aspect to the process of searching for documents is the reluctance that some
archiviss may fed toward making public documents thet are potentidly damaging. In 1993 the
disclosure of these documents drew a great dedl of atention from the American press and was loud
enough to cause friction between Russaand Vietham. Such a dynamic can only have the effect of
causing some to be reluctant to revedl information that may be sensationd at face vaue.

A find source of confusion isthe long series of denids from the Russan sde. The Russans
persgtently claim that their archives contain no additiona information about American POWsin
Vietnam. An example of thisis confusion resulting from statements by the KGB and GRU in 1992 that
their archives contained no information about American prisoners. However, since 1992, the GRU has
provided many references in documents about American shootdowns which included information on the
fate of the American aircrews. However, the evidence indicates that the information available to the
GRU was tangentid to the information they held on the American air war over Southeast Ada. This
again leaves the ambiguous question: where should the search for other tangentia information be
focused?

The search for documents on American POWsin Southeast Asia has been conducted by the
Commission for more than four years. Theinvestigation is not complete, though the principd lines of
inquiry have been exhausted. The documents provided to date have contained information which alow
for the following observations

Many documents from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and documents reflecting reports sent to
the Soviet leadership, characterize the strained relationship between the Soviet Union and North
Vietnam. In some cases, the Soviets accuse the North Vietnamese of not living up to agreements
between the two countries, of obstructing and frustrating Soviet efforts to examine crash Sites, and of
alowing the Chinese to strip crash Stes before the Soviets even arrived. Some documents include
gatements that that the Soviets had waited “ months’ for technica equipment to be packaged and
released for shipment to the Soviet Union. The documents aso reflect the perception that lower,
working-level relationships between Soviet and North Vietnamese personnd were bascdly functiond

and cordid, but higher-level exchanges and contacts were strained, insincere, and at times adversarid.
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In one report to Leonid Brezhnev from the Minister of Defense, the Soviets praised the shootdown of
an American arcraft in North Vietnam by anew Soviet missle system, yet detailed information on the
shootdown was promised only “if” the Soviets were “dlowed” to vist the crash Site by their North

Vietnamese colleagues.

The documents provided to date do not support the characterization of the Soviets as the
“dde” dly of the North Vietnamese. Documents from diplomatic and Politburo leaders demondtrate
that the Soviets informed and advised the North Viethamese on many issues, but thereis no evidence
that the Soviets ingtructed or dictated policy to the North Vietnamese. The Soviets consulted the North
Vietnamese before replying to American requests to intervene in issues concerning the war. Many
documents show that the North Vietnamese “requested” support from the Soviets and “thanked” them
for it, but there are dso many references to the North Vietnamese pursuing their own policies and

decisonsin complete disregard of Soviet positions.

The documents provided to date have substantiated the concerted effort by the Sovietsto
gather American technica equipment and information. One document stated that the Soviets had

worked to acquire more than 700 pieces of American equipment.

Severa documents provided to date have stated that information about, and acquired from,
U.S. POWswas passed to Soviet officids. Yet many leads pursued in Ministry of Defense archives
have failed to produce these documents. Both the former-KGB and the GRU clam not to have any
such documents in their holdings.

The documents demongirate that Soviet members of internationa observer groups and
journdigts had contact with American POWs. The Commisson has established, through the interview
of aformer Soviet MFA officer who served in Vietnam, that the Soviet Government encouraged
“independent” observers from internationa observer groups, as well as Czech, East German, French,
and Soviet journalists, to meet with prisoners at opportunities staged by the North Viethamese. Such
activities supported the Soviet effort to gain maximum propaganda from the American involvement in

Indochina
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Conclusions. The quegtion regarding information available in Russan archives remains a

difficult one. Evidence gathered to date suggests that:
1. The Soviets gathered and received information on American POWsin Southeast Asa

2. The Soviets conducted afocused and centralized gathering effort for information known to
American POWSs.

3. The Soviet-Vietnamese relationship dmogt certainly was complicated, restricted and, cumbersome.

4. The search for documentsis not near completion, given the likelihood that the information most
critica to the work of the Commission is hidden in other files regarding Soviet involvement, policies,

and palitical views on the war in Vietnam.

Prospects No different than the Cuban Missle Crigs, the Vietham War is nearing the point
where scholars, historians, and participants will be ready to write a more in-depth history of the Vietnam
War from the communist perspective. Much of this effort will be based on new access to both Russian
and American archives. Access to some documents has been granted by anew sense of openness,
while access to others results from their eventual declassfication. Current efforts include the Cold War
Internationa History Project and works such as* The Vietnam War and Soviet-American Relaions’ by
Ilya Gaiduk of the Ingtitute of World History, Russian Academy of Sciences.

The fina word on thisissue is the need for balance. Both sides have consistently pledged to
support the mutua work done by the VWWG. For the American Sde, this means continuing to focus
the search as narrowly and precisdly as possible so as not to overextend the sparse resources available
to the Russans. Asfor the Russan side, it is hoped that the searches are conducted as thoroughly as
possible with thought given to the likelihood that the documents sought will not be identified by the name
on the file folder.

The true higtorica record on thisissue requires more evidence from former Soviet archives.
There are many documents that must, at least hypotheticdly, be available in holdings from the period of
the Vietnam War.
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1. Documents which directed the Soviet propaganda effort during the war.

2. Documents which dictated policy regarding contact with American POWSs.

3. Documents which concerned contact with American POWSs.

4. Documents which itemized Soviet information gathering prioritiesin Southeast Asa

From the Russian perspective, since the above documents do not contain information that
directly answer the questions pursued by the VWWG, there is no reason to declassify and publicize
them. While researcher access to these documents would not further the resolution of cases of missing
Americans in Southeast Asa, such accesswould assst in writing the historica record of the Vietnam

War.
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ANALYTICAL ESSAY 4

Question 4: What information is known to citizens of the former Soviet Union that may improve
American understanding and analysis of specific incidents of lossin Southeast Asa?

Discussion. Theinformation gathered on specific incidents of lossin Vietnam is an important
accomplishment of the Commission’s past work, and it represents the area of sgnificant potentid for the

future.

The U.S. maintains a commitment to the families of dl missing servicemembers that the cases
regarding the loss of American servicememberswill be investigated until the “fullest possible accounting”
has been completed. The establishment of the U.S.-Russia Joint Commission on POW/MIAs added a
new dimension to the investigation:  the eyewitness accounts of the Soviet personnel who served in
Southeast Asa during the years of the Vietham War. We have aso gained some access to information
from the formerly dassfied holdings of Soviet military and intelligence services that served in Southeast

Asaduring thewar.

Analysis. Prdliminary Finding: Information from citizens of the former Soviet Union has
subgtantialy added to American understanding of certain events surrounding specific incidents of lossin
Southeast Asa

The legacy of the Soviet presence throughout Southeast Asa during the years of the Vietnam
War isatral of documents and witnesses that provide detalled information about specific incidents of
loss. During more than four years of investigation, the VWWG has received information on specific
incidents from the following types of sources:

1. The 7-volume GRU study contained literaly dozens of references on the fate of aircrew shot down
over Southeast Asa. The GRU has a0 provided a second, two-page summary of American loss
incidents over Southeast Asawhich aso included anecdota information on the fate of the aircrews.



2. A Russan journdigt provided alist of shootdown incidents from his persond notes. The information
was gathered during histour as ajourndist in Southeast Asa and included descriptions of thefliers,
who were mentioned by name, being presented to foreign journaists by the North Viethamese.

3. A senior retired Russan military officer provided a copy of amap on which he had conducted a
datistica analysis of American loss incidents during the period of his service in Southeast Asa

4. Severd retired Soviet military officers provided specific information on losses from their persond
notebooks, diaries, photograph collections, and other resources. Items provided to investigators for
the Commission include photographs of identification cards of downed fliers, photographs of
prisoners of war; photographs of equipment removed from American crash Sites; and diary pages
reflecting questions asked, and the information received, in the interrogation of American POWSs by

North Vietnamese officers.

5. Many witnesses have provided persond accounts of seeing POWsin Southeast Asaand of specific
shootdown incidents over Southeast Asa

A thorough review and andysis of information gleaned from documents and witnesses dlows for

severd preliminary conclusons

Anecdotal information on the fate of American pilots are in many Russian documents
The documents reviewed to date suggest that anecdotal information about the fate of American aircrews
was scattered through many Soviet records including pilot debriefings, radio-technica reports, reports
on the acquisition of American equipment, possible sgnd intelligence products, and reports gathered
from the Soviet technicians who were assigned down to the regimentd level in North Vietnamese
aviaion and air defense units. Documents allegedly destroyed by the GRU in 1975 probably contained
agreet ded of information that would have been vauable to the work of the Commission (the GRU
ordered a housecleaning in 1975 during which it is dleged that dl primary intelligence source documents
on which the GRU 7-volume study was based, were desiroyed).
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In practically every instance Russian witnesses reported only on air |oss incidents that
occurred over North Vietham. Virtudly al Russan witnesses who have provided information to date
have described air incidents over North Vietnam. There has been little information on lossesin South
Vietnam, Cambodia, or Laos, and no information has been collected from Russian sources on ground
losses or on aircraft that went down over water. Some witnesses described seeing aircraft go down
over Laos from vantage pointsin North Vietnam, but thereis no evidence of Soviet involvement with
capturesthat occurred in Laos. Thereis no firg-hand, substantiated evidence to suggest that the
Sovietsin North Vietnam had the access or opportunity to gather information on losses outside of North

Vietnam.

A review of dl documents and testimonias received to date alow for the following
observations:

1. Russian documents and witnesses have provided information on the capture of 90 American
personnel during shootdowns of U.S. aircraft. Some were captured in single incidents, othersin
groups from one aircrew. Thirty-five of these reports match the exact circumstances of capture of
American personnd, 46 reports roughly match the circumstances of capture of American personnel,
and 9 reported cases of capture could not be correlated to an American lossincident. Thisis
roughly a 90 percent correlation. There were no cases where Russian sources reported a capture

and American records showed a killed or missing service member.

2. Russan documents and witnesses reported information on 23.6% of the cases (259 reports on
incidents of loss out of 1,097), the total number of ar loss incidents over North Vietnam. This
datistic does not exclude possible redundancy in some reports, which isimpossible to verify without
more precise information. The highest amount of reporting occurred in 1972, in which Russian
sources reported on 115 out of 128 air lossincidents. This may be explained by the fact that
Russian reports from 1972 contained large numbers of broad statistics (with claims of as many as
57 aircraft shootdowns in one seven-day period in December 1972; again, redundancies are

impossible to detect).
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3. Thereview conducted to date does not suggest a higher or lower level of Soviet information
gathering activity during any particular period of the war. The type and amount of information
gathered by Soviet technicians seems to be more a result of the duty position, specidization, level of
initiative, and curiogity of the individua technician/military officer performing duties in a battery or
arwing.

4. From the reports of two Russian witnesses, the U.S. Government has learned additiond information
verifying the deaths of two American servicemembers shot down during thewar in Vietnam. The
cases involved two shootdowns. one of an EB-66, the other of an F-4. In both cases, though there
was evidence that the two missing American crewmen perished, no remains had been recovered.
The Russian witnesses provided additiond important information that clarified certain circumstances
regarding the case. Though the testimonias of the witnesses are not in themselves conclusive, they
are important to the overal anaytical assessment of the incidents of loss and are considered

ggnificant contributions to the work of the Commission.

Conclusions. Theinvedtigative work of the Commission has sought to gather every avalable
scrap of information on incidents of lossin Vietnam. Evidence gathered to date suggests thet:

1. Thereisevidence that the Soviets gathered and received voluminous information that included data

on the fate of American sarvicemembers.

2. Thereis no evidence that the Soviets had a focused or centraized informeation collection effort on
the fate of American POWSs.

3. It remainsdifficult to conclude that the search for witnesses is nearing concluson. In fact, the
American Sde of the Commisson has many names of Soviet veterans of service during the war in
Vietnam who have yet to be interviewed. These witnesses may be capable of providing information

that isimportant to the work of the Commission.



Prospects Both sdes of the Commission agree that many Soviet witnesses to eventsin
Southeast Asaremain to beidentified and interviewed. Former Soviet witnesses have provided very
unique perspectives to the work of examining individua cases. personad photographs, persona diaries,
recollections of exchanges with North Vietnamese counterparts; first-hand observations, even
manuscripts for books. Though it isimpossble to expect that the Commission can interview every
former Soviet veteran of the war in Vietnam, there are methods by which knowledgeable witnesses can
be identified and interviewed. These include working with veterans organizations and acquiring leads
from the continued search for relevant documents. The success of the Commission is measured by the
resolution or illumination of casesfor the families of missing servicemembers. Therefore, it isthisline of
investigation that holds the criticd potentid for achieving results that reflect the highest ams of the U.S--
Russia Joint Commission.



APPENDIX A

Summary of documents recelved by the Joint Commission Support Directorate

of the Defense POW/MIA Office concerning the Vietham War

TFR1-15

TFR1-16

TFR 2-152-153

TFR 3-2-3

TFR3-5-10

TFR3-11-21

TFR 24-1-2

Document dated 20 November 1972, requesting approval to send L TC Nechiporenko TDY
to Vietnam for 14 days. Signed by LTG Mortin, Chief First Main Directorate, KGB.

Document dated 7 February 1974 requesting approval to send LTC Nechiporenko TDY to
Vietnam for 14 days. Signed by LTG Mortin, Chief First Main Directorate, KGB.

A document dated 14 May 1992 and signed by L ezhikov which containsalist of 41 namesyielded

after checking against alist of 3,752 US servicemen and other foreignerswho are listed as
missing in South East Asiabetween 1922-1968.

Document dated 10 November 1967 addressed to the CPSU CC and signed by Andropov
regarding a Japanese pacifist organization’s desire to spirit four US Navy defectors from
the Aircraft carrier Intrepid out of Japan to Europe, viathe Soviet Union. Andropov
recommends support for the plan. Duplicate of TFR 32-17 to 32-18.

Series of documents tracking the status of the four deserters/ defectors referenced in TFR
3-1to 3-4. These documents are duplicated in TFR 32.

A series of documents dated April-May 1968 and circulated between the CPSU CC and
Andropov regarding the Japanese pacifist organization’s continued work in transporting
US deserters/defectors to the Soviet Union. Duplicated in TFR 32.

Undated report to General V olkogonov from the Foreign Intelligence Service reporting on
thework donein their archives. Statesthat the 510 list was passed to Senators Kerry and
Smith in February 1992, that thereis no information available on Cold War era
shootdowns, that they searched for information on individuals on thelist of 3,752
individuals that was passed to them from the Americans, and that the Foreign Intelligence
Service afforded Smith and Kerry the opportunity to meet with Nechiporenko and Sorokin.
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TFR 32-2-5

TFR 32-6

TFR 32-7-8

TFR 32-9-13

TFR 32-14

TFR 32-15-16

TFR 32-51-52

TFR 32-53-54

TFR 32-55-57

TFR 32-58-59

Brezhnev's copy of a 31 July 1965 Ministry of Foreign Affairs classified and coded
telegram from Hanoi outlining the successes of the first combat operations by Soviet
SAM unitsin North Vietnam, 24-25 July 1965. Report indicatesthat the Viethamese were
pleased and that one US pilot was captured during this period. Signed by Shcherbakov.

Brezhnev's copy of a 26 July 1965 GRU classified and coded telegram from Hanoi which
reports on Soviet SAM operations on 24 and 26 July 1965. Report submitted by Major
Ivanov. Thefirst entry indicatesthat on 26 July 1965 in the area of Sontay, two US aircraft
(one U-2, other unk) were shot down. The second entry reports on the engagement of
three F-4Cs on 24 July 1965, during which at least one US pilot was captured and another
one of the aircraft went down in Laos.

Brezhnev' s copy of a25 August 1965 Ministry of Foreign Affairsclassified and coded
telegram from Hanoi that reports on the combat operations of Soviet SAM units deployed
to North Vietnam. Thereport indicatesthat on 4 August 1965, four US aircraft were shot
down south of Hanoi in the vicinity of Ninh Binh, with two US pilots being captured. Ina
summary of the activity, the report shows that since 24 July 1965, the first regiment had
conducted five combat operations, expended 18 missiles, and shot down 14 enemy
aircraft. Signed by Shcherbakov.

A November 1966 unclassified report from General Major of Aviation Lebedev, Soviet
Defense Attaché in Hanoi, on the strained relations between the Soviets and the
Vietnamesein 1965-1966. Lebedev discusses the pro-Chinese orientation of the
Vietnamese | eadership and the difficulty the Soviet military had in obtaining accessto the
results of technical exploitation of UStechnology. He statesthat the Vietnamese are
asking for detailed strategic information on the US that is of no value to the Vietnamese,
so the requests must actually be coming from the Chinese.

A ministry of Foreign Affairs memo signed by Gromyko, dated 21 April 1967 to the Central
Committee, informing its members that the US Embassy had requested the Soviet
Government approach the Vietnamese Government on the issue of allowing the
International Red Cross accessto US POWsin Vietham. The MFA recommended
denying the US request and informing the Vietnamese of their answer to the US.

Undated response to the US informing that the Soviets are denying the request related in
TFR 32-14.

Document dated 25 November 1967 from KGB Chairman Andropov to the Central
Committee recommending measures to be taken in response to continued US aggression
in Vietnam.

Note dated 27 November 1967 recording the Central Committee' s vote on Andropov’s
proposal madein TFR 32-51 to 32-52.

Documents dated July 1968 to the Central Committee informing them that another group of
US deserters arrived in Moscow. Three Army soldiers deserted from Japan, one of which
turned himself into the US Embassy, Moscow.

Directive from the Central Committee dated 5 June 1969, outlining how to respond to the

US Embassy’s latest request for Soviet assistance in opening the door for I nternational
Red Cross accessto US POWs held in North Vietnam.

46



TFR 32-6-61

TFR 32-62-63

TFR 32-64-65

TFR 32-66-67

TFR 130-1

TFR 130-2

TFR 130-3

TFR 130-4

TFR 1305

TFR 130-6

TFR 130-7-8

TFR 1309

TFR 130-10

TFR 130-11

Document dated 3 July 1970 on the Soviet intelligence effort in Hanoi during the second
quarter of 1970. Signed by Katro.

A 28 March 1972 MFA memo discussing the issue of the delivery of US mail and parcels
through the Soviet Union to American POWsin North Vietnam.

Document dated 26 September 1972 from the MFA informing the Central Committee that
three freed US POWSs are transiting Moscow to the US.

Document dated 16 January 1986 detailing US-Vietnamese discussionsin January 1986.
The detail of the report suggests that the Soviets had good access to North Vietnamese
government information.

List entitled “List of Documents Regarding American Citizens Imprisoned in the DRV”.
Lists documents contained in this TFR.

Document dated 21 April 1967 addressed to the Central Committee of the CPSU and
signed by Gromyko forwarding a US request to implore the DRV to allow International Red
Cross accessto US POWSsin Vietnam. Gromyko proposesto decline the US request and
respond to the US verbally. Draft verbal responseisin TFR 130-3.

Undated draft verbal response to the US request of 11 April 1967 imploring the Soviet
Union to use itsinfluence with North Vietnam to allow International Red Cross access to
USPOWSs. Statesthat North Vietnam isasovereign country and if the USA wants
something from them, they need to deal directly with the North Vietnamese. Sovietsfeel
that to appeal on a humanitarian issue like thisis extremely impertinent when daily
bombings of innocent civilians is conducted by the US.

L etter dated 5 June 1969 addressed to the Central Committee of the Communist Party with
recommendations on handling the US request, delivered by Jacob Beam, to act asan
intermediary with North Vietnam in the POW issue. Recommends that the request be
coordinated with the North Vietnamese before any action istaken.

Central Committee of the CPSU decree dated 6 June 1969 approving the draft directive to
the Soviet Ambassador in Vietnam on the US inquiry on the POW issue contained in TFR
130-4.

Russian translation of aletter from US Ambassador Jacob Beam to Gromyko dated 1 June
1970 forwarding a copy of House Concurrent Resolution 582 which concerns the
treatment of US POWsin SE Asia.

Russian translation of House Concurrent Resol ution 582 that was forwarded with TFR
130-6.

English version of TFR 130-6 dated 1 June 1970, but with handwritten Russian notations.

English version of House Concurrent Resolution 582 dated 19 January
1970.

Note dated 26 September 1972 to the Central Committee of the CPSU informing that three
US pilots freed by the Vietnamese are going to be transitin